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hile performance standards,
patterns of delivery, staff
training, and learner input
are all important elements in
a strategy to improve adult literacy services,
many literacy providers approach evaluation
with foreboding and anxiety. With pressure
to evaluate coming from various stakeholders, especially funding sources, literacy
providers find themselves in a quandary. They
would like to present glowing reports of
progress so as not to jeopardize funding. Yet
they also desire to give honest assessments
of their programs in order to improve service
delivery. Unfortunately, the traditional evaluation process often precludes such reporting,
because it tends to focus mostly on quantifiable literacy gains. Such a process does not
consider all of the inputs needed to improve
the delivery of service to learners. Gillespie
et al (1996) indicate that many evaluation instruments are not flexible enough to report
the non-quantifiable gains of some reading
programs, along with the quantifiable reading scores. Neither can these instruments be
adapted to all programs, since the test content is not necessarily consistent with what
is being emphasized in the specific programs
being evaluated (e.g., workforce or basic
skills programs). F:_urther exacerbating the
problem is the fact that there is no agreement
on what kinds of assessments are needed that
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accurately measure the success or failure of
literacy programs (Van Horn; Finlay and
Harrison, 1996). Finally, Brookfield (1991)
says, "the reality of time and money often
mitigate against conducting systematic evaluationn (61
Dirkx and Jha (1992) believe that evaluation, though troublesome, is necessary in
order to reduce the high attrition levels that
characterize Adult Basic Education (ABE)
programs. The problem of illiteracy is more
complex now than before, as the advance of
technology requires greater skills from workers, who are reported in the National Adult
Literacy Survey to be grossly deficient. Thus,
while persistence in the volunteer literacy
program becomes even more crucial to work
readiness, retention remains poor. ABE, the
largest of the nation's three adult literacy education programs, is reported to have had 35%
of enrollees fail to complete 12 hours of instruction and of those going beyond 12 hours,
50% completed less than 48 hours (Dirkx &
Jha, 1992). Attrition is said to range from 10%
to 60% for adult literacy programs (Beder et
al, 1993). This high loss of learners is a glaring indicator of the need for literacy programs
to undergo continual, non-threatening, selfassessment in order to redesign program
structure, content, and methodology so that
greater inroads can be made in the eradication of illiteracy.
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The Michigan Project Overview
Though community-based literacy programs have proliferated, we are still grappling
with how to evaluate and restructure programs in such a way that the majority of those
entering literacy programs will sustain participation. This is a key issue and primary
motivation for conducting the study, which
is the subject of this article.
The Adult Literacy and Evaluation Research Team (Project ALERT) conducted its
exploration in two phases. The project was
designed to fill a void, by creating a set of
user-friendly, self-administered, and time-sensitive
The goal . . . was questionnaires that can pro"not to prove, but vide the feedback necessary
improve."
to make continuous program
changes that reduce attrition
and increase literacy gains.
The Michigan-based project embarked on a
mission to create a formative evaluation instrument that could be easily adapted to meet
the needs of the majority of literacy providers in the state, regardless of their programs'
emphasis and methodology. ALERT describes
formative evaluation as those in which the
program's objective is to generate outcome
data that represent an ongoing look at program operation with the intention of making
improvements. This differs from summative
evaluation, in that its goal is to provide data
that give a final or definitive assessment of a
program's effectiveness and is a basis from
which funding decisions are made. In keeping with the formative focus, the goal of the
ALERT model was "not to prove, but improve." With this objective, it is believed the
instrument would be the kind that program
administrators will welcome.
The result of the first exploration, after
several testings and subsequent modifications
of the instruments, was a pair of simplified
questionnaires for tutors and learners. The
instruments were assessed and scrutinized by
learners and tutors statewide. It was determined that the tools are both appropriate and
effective in drawing out non-threatening feed-
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back so that learners and tutors can achieve a
higher level of satisfaction and motivation,
which should correlate with higher retention
and increased learner gains. The complex
process of devising, refining, and finalizing
these questionnaires is explained in detail so
that the reader can get a sense of the value of
these simplified instruments, as well as raise
the hopes for structuring programs that actually rescue thousands of functionally illiterate
Americans.

Rationale for the Michigan Study
According to the U.S. Department of Education, one in five (20%) American adults is
functionally illiterate. Recent research indicates these numbers are growing. At last
count, nearly 40% of American adults were
deemed marginally literate. The Department
of Education also reports that Michigan ranks
25th among all states in its rate of illiteracy.
According to the 1990 census, there are more
than 200,000 Detroit residents who do not
have high school diplomas and an additional
73,580 who have not completed nine years
of schooling. ALERT, a state-funded study,
was initiated in Michigan to address the Detroit area and Michigan illiteracy picture.
While evaluations that generate measurable, quantifiable data are often required by
funding agencies, it is known that there are
also subjective issues that are not captured
in such evaluations, but which play a role in
the retention of the learners (Padak and
Padak, 1991). Brookfield (1991) echoes this
view by saying: "The voluntary nature of
participation by adult learners also means that
such participation can easily be withdrawn if
learners feel that the activity does not meet
their needs, does not make any particular
sense, or is conducted at a level that is incomprehensible to them" (p. 12). It is
believed that the extent to which these areas
of life are impacted can only be understood
if there is a process to receive feedback concerning the learners' views of their progress.
For that reason, volunteer literacy program
administrators and evaluators are giving
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greater credence to informal feedback data
(e.g., surveys, interviews, portfolios) that
capture the views of the learners. This type
of data, though not considered the total criteria for effective evaluation, is considered a
viable part of any truly effective program
(Fargo and Collins, 1989; Gillespie et al,
1996; Van Horn, 1996).
This is evidence that literacy education is
finally, albeit slowly, getting in touch with
the phrase "customer satisfaction," today's
hallmark of successful business product planning. Business marketing strategists are
acutely aware that product planning begins
with the consumer, not the producers or company management. Market studies have
become more significant in our competitive
society because it is recognized that though
businesses can develop whatever product they
want and give claims about its greatness, if it
does not sell (i.e., the consumers fail to recognize sufficient value to buy it), the product
fails. Thus, polling consumers prior to product development is necessary to create the
"right" product based on the target consumers' expressed wants and needs.
The same applies to the field of literacy.
Literacy, too, is a product that needs to be
evaluated in terms of the literacy consumers'
satisfaction levels. Since the major consumers of literacy programs are the learners, their
feedback is crucial to the structuring of effective literacy programs. Funding agencies
must recognize that since learners (and tutors, who must also buy into the programs)
make or break literacy programs, their input
must be seen as integral to program evaluation. For example, in one program, which
applied the instrument developed by the
ALERT program, both learner and tutor retention levels were low, consistent with the
national norms reported in the National Adult
Literacy Survey. Analysis of the feedback
from these two groups might suggest to the
program administrators which controllable
components of the p__rogram need attention to
help raise tutor and learner interest and persistence in the program.
VOLUME
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Goals of Phase I
Phase I of Project ALERT had the aim of
developing a user-friendly program evaluation process for tutors and learners, along
with pilot testing the process in communitybased organizations. These data were to be
collected, evaluated, and distributed statewide, after which a revised, more appropriate
evaluation instrument would be devised. Subsequent to that, it was the aim of ALERT to
train program coordinators and other interested practitioners in the use of the
instrument.
Project ALERT devised a first draft set of
questions, which the first pilot test respondents believed was too lengthy. (It is not
included in the appendix because of its length
and nonapplicability). The instrument consisted of 4 7 questions for tutors and 50 for
learners. The major issues covered in the
questionnaires related to the respondents'
perceptions of 1) the goals for participation
in the literacy program; 2) the types and supply of instructional materials provided by the
program; 3) the level of absenteeism; 4) the
barriers to attendance; 5) the extent and value
of interaction between learners; 6) the tutors'
and program's role in the realization oflearners' goals; 7) the value of counseling
assistance provided by the program; 8) the
pace, level of assignments and time allotted
for assignments; and 9) the extent to which
the learners improved as a result of participation in the literacy program.

Phase I Findings
After mailing the first draft set of questionnaires to Detroit-area literacy centers, two
centers returned responses, Literacy Volunteers of America and the Dominican Literacy
Project. Responses were from nine students
and nine tutors from these centers. The questionnaires had been completed by learners
whose literacy level was at the lower end of
the functional literacy spectrum. Consequently, they required tutor intervention; thus
anonymity was not possible. Although nothing meaningful could be abstracted from a
4 •
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statistical analysis (due to the limited number ofresponses), it was, nevertheless, helpful
in revising the first-draft tutor and learner
questionnaires. Three major modifications
were made based on the feedback:
1) The length of the questionnaire
was shortened to 20 questions.
2) Questions were prepared in a way
that allowed learners to answer independent of assistance from tutors; it
was also determined that the instrument needed to be tested on learners
with a minimum sixth-grade reading
level.
3) All open-ended questions were removed; there had been 10 for tutors
and eight for learners.
The open-ended questions were eliminated
so that possible irrelevant or obscure answers
would be replaced by direct answers not subject to interpretation by interviewers. This
scaled it down to a more simplified version
that allowed for an increased possibility of
respondent completion, anonymity, and honesty.
The questionnaires were revised (this first
revision is not included in the appendix due
to the length of this article). It was then tested
at Harrison Adult Education Center, a Detroit
ABE site. The Phase I ALERT project reported evaluation outcomes of 4 7 adult
learners and 15 tutors who had agreed to complete the questionnaires. The instrument was
used only by learners with a sixth-grade reading level, just eliminating the need for tutor
intervention.
The 4 7 learners who completed the questionnaires accounted for not more than 50%
of the enrollees, since an administrator's report indicated the attrition rate was similar
to the national ABE norms. This calls Padak
and Padak's question to mind: "Are achievement data about 'persisters' a true picture of
a program's effectiveness?" (1991, p. 374).
Most of the students (67.47%) were relatively
new participants in the program, with less
than six months participation. The evaluation

22

ratings by the tutors and students, nonetheless, should give some clue as to the less
satisfying aspects of the volunteer literacy
program and be suggestive of some of the
reasons for the 50-60% drop-out rate - at least
the controllable aspects.
Subsequent to this pilot test, second revisions were again made to the instruments to
make the questions clearer and more concise.
The final pair of instruments for Phase I (See
Appendix III) maintained the same essence
as the original and first revision. This completed Phase I of Project ALERT.

Goals of Phase II
Project ALERT Phase II began six months
after the close of Phase I. The intent of this
phase was to test the pair of revised instruments developed in Phase I on a statewide
basis and receive feedback that would allow
further refining of the instruments. The goals
of Phase II are listed below:
1) Field test the pair of evaluation instruments for tutors and learners, developed in Project ALERT Phase I,
among various populations in over
100 Michigan volunteer literacy programs.
2) Obtain feedback on the structure,
content relevance, and appropriateness of the instruments, using a newly
devised feedback form.
3) Disseminate the outcomes statewide and nationwide through publications and conferences in an effort
to assist volunteer literacy programs
in enhancing these programs.
The two instruments, along with a newly
devised feedback form (See Appendix JI) were
mailed to 221 Michigan literacy program participants. The respondents were asked to
study and evaluate the content of the questionnaires, then record their reactions to the
instruments on the feedback form. These reactions were not about any program per se
but about the instruments, in terms of structure, content, validity, and relevance. Of the
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221 literacy providers who were mailed the
pair of instruments, which included self-addressed envelopes, 64 (30%) were completed
and returned. In many cases, the tutors
worked with learners to review and give feedback on the instruments.
The majority of the respondents were females (87.1 %), highly educated (85.3%),
Michigan-certified (90.2%), and had six or
more years experience in the field of literacy
(72.7%). These variables figured prominently
in the thoroughness of the respondents' work
with the surveys and the quality of their recommendations.
Project ALERT analyzed the data on the
completed feedback forms, then created revised, time-sensitive, more user-friendly
learner and tutor evaluation instruments.
These final instruments (See Appendix I Adult
Learner Survey Questionnaire) were each
divided into three critical areas: Identification, Program Information, and Program
Issues. These were seen as the most critical
areas, since every aspect of the literacy program could not be included in a time-sensitive
questionnaire. The final instruments were
slightly more lengthy than the 20-question
prototype of Phase I, but they covered, more
directly, the issues believed by tutors and
learners to be most central to program improvement.

Phase II findings
Significant findings were related to: 1) the
tutors' concern about the absence of questions
regarding their training needs and experiences, 2) the instruments' language, word
type, and level, 3) the relevance of some of
the instruments' questions to volunteer literacy programs, and 4) the inappropriateness
of asking tutors to respond about what the
learners might be experiencing.
Overall, the tutors were candid and descriptive about the strengths and shortcomings of
the instruments. Many were strongly opposed
to being asked what tpe learners think or perceive. Though cognizant of the learners'
limited reading and writing skill, such questions, they noted, should be directed to the
VOLUME

31,

No.

&

LESTER

learners since it is related to their learning
experience. The reasoning behind their opposition touched on factors that relate to
validating perceptions of others who are less
fortunate. The following tutor comments were
culled from the feedback surveys and are in
response to the instruments devised at the
conclusion of Phase I (See Appendix III, Tutor Survey Questionnaire):
Many of the questions do not ask
tutors what they think but rather they
ask the tutors what the students think
or what the students perceive. Is it
fair, on a formal questionnaire, to ask
any person what another person
thinks?
Our tutors cannot generalize
about students in the program because they know only their own student well.
Some questions, such as opinion
of student participant, cannot be answered collectively. What is the purpose of asking questions relating to
students without asking them? That's
difficult and impractical.

There were several respondents who registered complaints about the absence of
questions about tutor support, training needs,
and the volunteer nature of their work. Reactions such as the following two capture some
of these concerns:
Some of these questions have
nothing to do with tutor satisfaction
or problems and concerns. It seems
to be more of a validation of the
learner questionnaire.
I would personally like to see
more questions for the tutor regarding what kind offeedback they would
like from the organization that they
do not get. I would like to see more
questions which are geared toward
improving [tutor] retention and making it a more positive experience for
the tutor.
4 •
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The tutors also made recommendations for
changes in the word usage and ways to restate some of the questions for the purpose
of clarity. Examples of phrases that were seen
as unclear or too complex for some learners
and their suggested revisions are contained
in Table 1.
Table I: Sample Suggestions to improve Leamer Readability

Survey
"enrollment"
"gave you information"
"instructor"
"response"

Suggested Change
"signing up
"helped you learn"
"tutor"
"answer"

Other problematic words included on the
instruments from Phase I were: "source,"
"reservation," and "referral." Additionally,
some respondents believed the following
phrases were ambiguous, by asking the difference between "to a great extent" and "to a
good extent" and "just right" and "challenging." The word "center" was used in the
survey to refer to literacy programs, but in
essence, not all literacy programs see themselves as, or call themselves, centers. It was
therefore suggested that new wording be
adopted in this case.
While most tutors (65%) and learners
(65. 8 % ) thought the questionnaire was "just
right," there were, from both groups, those
who felt the surveys were too long, included
a few inappropriate questions, and some that
were ambiguous (Table 2). The respondents
proved very attentive to their questionnaires
and gave detailed, specific comments about
each survey question. With this level of detail, each question could be carefully
reviewed, then revised, maintained, or eliminated

Table 2: Feedback on Questionnaire: Length of Instrument

Response
Just right
Too long
Too short

24

Tutors
66.0%
28.0%
6.0%

Learners
65.8%
34.2%
0.0%

As a result of the survey data, two final
instruments were designed - reconfigured to
incorporate the suggested changes in order
to fulfill the goals established at the inception of Project ALERT. Each of the
instruments, one for tutors and the other for
learners (Appendix I), are specifically related
to the views and experiences of each type of
respondent. This differs significantly from the
instruments devised in Phase I, due largely
to the informed input of the Phase II respondents. Their expertise and experience greatly
contributed to the redesign of the final instruments.
The instruments include more basic and
clear word usage and simplified methods of
responding to each issue. The length is approximately the same, yet the final
instruments (Appendix 1) cover more issues
than the Phase I instruments. Additionally, the
new instruments are more organized, userfriendly, and time-sensitive, requiring only an
X to answer each question. To further increase
the learners' receptivity to the questionnaire,
ALERT agreed with the tutors' recommendation to have the learners complete the
revised evaluation in segments over a short
period of time to reduce anxiety and frustration due to reading and attention-level
deficits.

Discussion and Implications
Since adult learner attrition continues to be
one of the greatest challenges in the field of
adult literacy, it is believed that the final instruments, which are, by design, simple and
user-friendly, be employed at volunteer literacy programs to assist in making program
changes that lead to improved attrition. Such
instruments may increase the urgency for literacy providers to attend to the known
challenges that detract from persistence along
with those that become known through tutor
and learners questionnaire analysis.
According to Dirkx and Jha (1992), there
are several already known external factors
that mitigate against longevity in literacy program: transportation, child care and fear of
failure. Quigley (1992) adds boredom, lack
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of interest, and classroom anxiety to this list.
It was observed in one ALERT Phase I testing and subsequent analysis of the feedback
that the internal factors that affect motivation
to sustain participation include: the structure
of the program, adequate time to complete
assignments, level of difficulty of assignments, pace of the program, relevancy of the
program's topics, and the quality of the interactions among students and between tutors
and learners in the classroom.
In volunteer literacy programs, no matter
how varied the composition of the group, the
learners' perceptions become a dynamic,
reckoning force that provides data to help
refine or measure evaluation and enhance
program effectiveness. The sooner program
administrators get to the issues that decrease
learner and tutor motivation and that curtail
participation, the sooner these issues will be
resolved. This is the purpose and value of the
final instrument of this study.
Project ALERT is further informative on
the learners' motives for participation and the
need for a positive relationship between
teacher and learner in the ABE classroom. In
this study, adult learners expressed a preference for a need-centered curriculum that has
potential for immediate application to their
personal lives. Extrinsic rewards that relate
to occupational or employment opportunities
and intrinsic rewards for religious or secular
reasons remain primary preoccupations. External challenges including dependable
transportation and adequate child care and
internal concerns of low self-esteem and psychological burdens from negative childhood
school experiences continue to pull learners
away.
The evaluation study enhances both our
understanding of the program and the evaluation process, though it experienced a few
limitations. First, designed as a formative
tool, it did not elicit information on structure
and form of the questionnaire. Second, it did
not elicit informatio___n on staff development
and administrative difficulties or test discrete
affective variables. Third, the stated outcomes
VOLUME
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were based on responses from a small group
of learners and tutors. It did, however, yield
data on enrollment, attendance patterns, and
learning styles - some of the primary determinants of success of adult literacy programs.
The tailored questionnaires that resulted from
Phase I efforts, when applied to statewide literacy providers, made possible these final
instruments. These have the potential to assist in program improvement and, ultimately
they can contribute to the reduction and eradication of illiteracy.
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Appendix I

~

Self-Evaluation Program
A.d u]t Learner Survey Questionn.a.ir·e

• PART I: Identification
Please answer the questions by putting an X in the box (@)
_..Please contact your tutor or teacher if you need help reading
1.1 How long have you been in the program?
0 a. less than one month
0 b. 2-4 months
0 c. 5-6 months
ad. 7-12 months
0 e. more than 1 year

1.2 Why did you start this program?
a a. to get a job
a b. please yourself
Cl c. get a GED/High School Diploma
a d. read the Bible
Q e. read ta children
a f. law/DSS
a g. leam to read and write
CJ h. other
---------~--

1.3 What age group do you belong to?
0 a. 16-18
D g. 41-45
0 b. 19-21
D h. 46-50
UC. 22-25
0 i. 51-60
Cl d. 26-30
• j. 61-65
O e. 31-35
Dk. 66-70
• f. 36-40
01. 71-plus

1.4 What racial or ethnic group do you belong to?
0 a. African American
Cl b. Asian/Pacific Islander
0 c. Caucasian
0 d. Hispanic
0 e. Native American

1.5 Are you a parent?
0 a. yes

•

1.6 Do you have a job?
0 a. yes

1. 7 What is your gender?
a. female

D b. male

•

b.no

Ob. no

1.8 What is the last grade you attended in
school?

• PART II: Program Information
Please answer the questions by putting an X in the box (0)
__.Please contact your tutor or teacher if you need help reading
2.1 How did you find out about the program?
0 a. word of mouth
O e. church
0 b. poster/flyer/brochure Of. radio
0 c. community center
O g. television
0 d. newspaper
O j. other

2.2 How long are your classes?
0 a. less than 60 minutes
0 b. 60 - 90 minutes
• c. 90 - 120 minutes
U d more than 2 hours

2.3 What day/s of the week do you have your
classes?
O a. Monday
• e. Friday
Cl f. Saturday
0 b. Tuesday
0 g. Sunday
0 c. Wednesday
0 d. Thursday

2.4 What part of the day do you have your
classes?
D a. morning
0 b. afternoon (noon - 4:59)
• c. evening

VOLUME
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Adult Learner Survey Queflfionnaire, continued
2.5 How many times do you meet for class?
0 a. once a week
O e. once a month
.:J b. 2 times a week
Of. twice a month
·: l c. 3 times a week
O g. other
O d. 4-5 times a week
_______

2.6 Where are your class meetings?
O a. at home
O e. work
Q b. tutor's home
Of. church
O c. library
O g. commun1ty cent.er
0 d. school
• h. other_ _ _ __

2.7 How many students are there in your class?
0 a. 1 myself
O d. 4-5
0 b .2
0 e. 6 or more
Oc. 3

2.8 Do you or your tutor/teacher plan your classes
together?
0 a. yes

2.9 What materials do you use in class?
U a. print (books, paper)
0 b. computer
0 c. audio/cassette
d. video
0 e. other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Ob. no
0 c. sometimes

2.10 How many times have you stopped attending
this program?
0 a. 0
0 d. three times
• b. once
0 e. 4 times or more

•

0 c. tvvice

2.11 If you were to drop out of this program,
what would be the most likely reason?
• a. tutor/teacher
O g. weather
0 b. feels like I am
Oh. no support
not learning
O i. work schedule
• c. location of classes Q j, family
• e. child care
O k. other
• f. transportation

2.12 Would you attend a meeting for adult students, like yourself, to talk about learning?
0 a. yes
Ob. no
Ge. maybe

Part III: Attitudes Toward the Program

Bad
OK
GOOD Very G<Jod Excellent
1
2
3
4
5
Please rank the following lit.eracy attitude issues. Place an X in the number box that is most in
agreement with our opinion.

Q.
3.1

i!

3.2
3.3
3.4

3.5
3.6

3.7
!

i

!
I
i

i

!

i

!
'
I
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3.8
-:J.9
3.10

3.11
3.12
3.13

How do you feel?
Your attendance
Your tutor,.s/teachers attendance
Learning materials (books, workbooks, papers)
Tutor's/teaclierss help m reaching your reading goals
Program's help with problems (refer to other agencies)
Home assignments
Pace ot the class
Class meeting location
Understand your tutor/teacher
Life improved since beginning the program
Growth in reading ability
Growth in your writing ability
Growth m your confidence since beginning the program
Improvement in relationship/s with others since beginning program
How you feel about yourself smce begmmng the program
.ttate your classes

3.14
3.15
~.16
3.17 .t:tate your tutor
3.18 Hate the whole program
3.19 Recommend the program to others
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Appendix II

Tutor and Adult Learner Evaluation Questionnaire
Feedback Form
The following is a two .. part feedback form for the Tutor and Adult Learner Survey Questionnaires.
Instructions: Circle the appropriate number.

Tutor Survey Evaluation Questionnaire Feedback
1.

Length of the evaluation instrument:
1. too short

2.

3.
4.

2. too long

3. just right

Appropriateness of questions:
1. not appropriate
2. adequate but could be improved

3. just right

Clarity of the evaluation instrument:
1. not clear
2. adequate but could be improved

3. just right

Applicability of questionnaire to your program population:
1. not applicable
2. adequate but could be improved
3. just right

Comments:- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Adult Learner Survey Evaluation Questionnaire Feedback
Personnel, please assist learners as necessary

1.

2.
3.

Length of the evaluation instrument:
1. too short
2. too long

3. just right

Appropriateness of questions:
1. not appropriate
2. adequate but could be improved

3. just right

Clarity of the evaluation instrument:
1. not clear

4.

2. adequate but could be improved

3. just right

Applicability of questionnaire to your program. population:
L not applicable
2. adequate but could be improved
3. just right

Comments: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _

We appreciate your feedback, thank you.
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Appendix III A

·s~

Self-Evaluation Program
Adult Learner Survey Questionnair,e

\\'l>l!.a,~e.~

rtes\~

Please check only one response in all the responses below unless stated otherwise.

1. Please indicate the kind of program you are
currently enrolled in.

2. Please indicats the purpose of your enrollment in this program.

3. Please indicate the length of time you have
been in this program.

4. Please indicate all sources that gave you
information about this program.

a. _
b.
c. _
d.
e. _

a. _word of mouth
b. _ poster or flyer
c. _ radio or television
d.
referral
e. _ other (specify)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

less than 6 months
6-12 months
12-18 months
18-24 months
more than 2 years

5. Please indicate one major reason or goal for

your enrollment in the program.
a. _ driver's license
b. _ independent normal life
c. _ employment opportunity
d. -~ law-government requirement
e. _ other (specify) _ _ _ _ _~ - - -

7. Please indicate the number of times you
were absent from the program.

a. _
b. _
c. _
d. _
e. _

a._ to a great extent

e.

30

to a good extent

to a moderate extent
to a Httle extent
not at all

a. _
b. _

to a great extent
to a good extent

c. _ to a moderate extent
d. _ to a little extent
e. _

other (specify)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

8. Please indicate to what extent the program
allows you to interact with other students.

a . _to a great extent
to a good extent
to a moderate extent
d. _ to a little extent
e. _ not at all

less than 2 times per month
2-3 times per month
4-5 times per month
6-7 times per month
more than 7 times per month

b. _
c. _

9. Please indicate to what extent your
instructorts efforts play a role in achieving
your goals.
b. _
c. _
d. _

6. Please indicate to what extent this program
provides you with instructional material.

10. Please indicate to what extent the program
provides you counseling and guidance.
a . _ to a great extent
b. __ to a good extent
c. _ to a moderate extent
d. _ to a little extent
e . _ not at all
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Adult Learner Survey Questionnaire, continued
11. Please indicate to what extent you have
time to work on your assignments at home.
a. _
b. _
c.
d. _

to a great extent
to a good extent
to a moderate extent
to a little extent

e.

not at all

12. Please indicate the level of work assignments in this program.
a.
too hard
b. _ challenging
c. _ just right
d._easy
e.
don't know

13. Please indicate the extent to which your
expectations are being met in achieving your
goals.
a. _
b. _
c.
d. _

to a great extent
to a good extent
to a moderate extent
to a little extent

e.

not at all

a.
b.
c. _
d.
e.

15. Please indicate one major barrier that plays
a role in your clruis attendance.
a. _
b. _

c. _
d.
e. _

baby-sitter problem
transportation
self-family health
fear of failure
other (specify)_ _ _ _ _ _ __

too fast
fast
just right
slow
too slow

16. Please indicate to what extent you think
this program will help you in achieving your
goals.
a. _
b. _
c. _
d.
e.

17. Please indicate to what extent _your performance at home, at work or at some other
place improved since you entered the

to a great extent
to a good extent
to a moderat.e extent
to a little extent
not at all

18. Please rate the program you are in.

a.
excellent
b. _ very good
c. _good
d._average
e.
not bad

program.

a. _
b. _
c.
d.
e.

14. PJease rate the pace of the program you are
in.

to a great extent
to a good extent
to a moderate extent
to a little extent
not at all

19. Would you recommend this program to
others?

20. Please make comments, if you have any.

a _ yes, without reservatiorui
b. _ yes, with some reservations
c,
no
d. _ it depends (explain),_ _ _ _ __

Thank you for taking time to complete this questionnaire.
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Appendix III B

Self-Evaluation Program
Tutor Surv·ey- Qu.estionnaire

a,~e~
rte4:,\.~~~

Please check only one response in all the responses below unless stated otherwise.

1. Please indicate the type of agency to be
surveyed.

2. Please indicate your position in this program.

3. Please indicate the length of time you have
been in this program.

4. Please indicate which of the following is the

a. _less than 6 months
b. _ 6-12 months
c. _ 12-18 months
d. _ 18-24 months
e. _ more than 2 years

a. _word of mouth
b. _ poster or flyer
c. _
d. _
e. _

5. Please indicate one major reason for students enrolling in the program.
a. _
b. _
c. _
d. _

driver's license
independent normal life
employment opportunity
law-government requirement

e. _

other (specify),_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

7. Please indicate the average number of times
that a student is absent from the prowam.
a. _

b. _

c. _
d. _
e. _

32

a. _
b. _
c. _
d. _
e. _

to a great extent
to a good extent
to a moderate extent
to a little extent
other (specify)- - - - - - - - -

8. Please indicate to what extent a student's
interaction with other students is beneficial.

e. _

an instructor plays a rolf in achieving
students' goals.

to a great ex.tent
to a good extent
to a moderate extent
to a little extent
not at all

provides you with instructional material.

b. _
c. _
d. _

more than 7 times per month

radio or television
referral
other (specify)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

6. Please indicate to what extent this program

a. _

less than 2 times per month
2-3 times per month
4-5 times per month
6-7 times per month

9. Please indicate to what extent your effort as

a. _
b. _
c. _
d. _
e. _

most effective source of information for
knowledge about the center.

to a great extent
to a good extent
to a moderate extent
to a little extent
not at all

10. Please indicat.e to what extent the program
provide5 counseling and guidance to stu-

dents.
a. _

to a great extent

b. _
c. _

to a good extent
to a moderate extent

d. _

to a little extent

e. _

not at all
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Tutor Suroey Questionnaire, continued
11. Please indicate to what extent your students
do their home assignments on a regular
basis.

a.
b. _

too hard
challenging
c. _just right
d._easy
e. _ don't know

a. _ to a great extent
b. _to a good extent
c.
to a moderate extent
d.
to a little extent
e.
not at all

13. Please indicate the extent to which student
expectations are being met in the achievement ofthe:ir goals.
a. _
b. _
c.
d.
e.

b. _
c. _
d.
e. _

to a great extent
to a good extent
to a moderate extent
to a little extent
not at all

a. _too fast
fast

c. _just right

d.
e. _

baby-sitter problem
transportation
self-family health
fear offailure
other (specify)_ _ _ _ _ _ __

17. Please indicate to what extent the program
is beneficial to the students in the program.

a._ to a great extent
b. _ to a good extent
c.
to a moderate extent
d.
to a little extent
e.
not at all

slow
too slow

16. Please indicate to what extent the learning
experiences provided specifically address
student goals.
a._ to a great extent
b. _ to a good extent
c. _ to a moderate extent
d. _ to a little extent
e. _ not at all

18. Please indicate how you think your students
will rate the program they are in.
a.
b. _

excellent
very good
c. _good
d._average
e.
not bad

19. Please indicate if students recommend the
program ta others.

a. _
b. _
c.
d. _

14. Please indicate how the students perceive
the pace of the program they are in.

b.

15. Please indicate, in your opinion, one barrier
that plays a role in student absenteeism
from class sessions.

a. _

12. Please indicate how the students perceive
the level of work assignments from you.

20. Please make comments, if you have any.

yes, without reservation
yes, with some reservations
no
it depends (explain)

Thank you for taking time to complete this questionnaire.
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